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what he knows to be untrue, no one ever doubted
that he would be abusing the occasion. . . . But
there is a state of mind, short of deliberate false-
hood, by reason of which a person may properly
be held by a jury to have abused the occasion,
and in that sense to have spoken maliciously. If
a person from anger or some other wrong motive
has allowed his mind to get into such a state as-
to make him cast aspersions on other people,,
reckless whether they are true or false, it has-
been held, and I think rightly held, that a jury
is justified in finding that he has abused the
occasion. Therefore, the question seems to me
to be whether there is evidence of such a state of
mind on the part of the defendant. It has been
said that anger would be such a state of mind;
but I think that gross and unreasoning prejudice,
not only with regard to particular people, but
with regard to a subject-matter in question, would
have the same effect. If a person charged with
the duty of dealing with other people's rights and
interests has allowed his mind to fall into such a
state of unreasoning prejudice in regard to the
subject-matter that he was reckless whether what
lie stated was true or false, there would be evidence
upon which a jury might say that he abused the

occasion.57

In the same case Lopes, L. J., said (k)9 " Not

only  must   the  occasion   create   the   privilege,

but the occasion must be made use of bond fide

and   without   malice.    The   defendant   is   only

(&) (1892), 1 Q. B. at p. 454.